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In our previous essay, "Race, Identity, Community,"[l] we discussed a number of subjects: most 
importantly, the varying levels and relations of ethnic and cultural groups, the matter of cultural 
communication, openness, and closure, the relationship between race and culture, the necessity 
of resisting miscegenation for the sake of ethno-cultural stability, the error of individualism and 
the value of social holism, and the importance of the sense of community to ethnic and racial 
identity. 

In the present essay, we will not reiterate the major points which we made before, except those 
which are relevant to the matters discussed. The purpose of this essay is to serve as an extension 
of the previous one and to expand upon certain points which were not made sufficiently clear or 
covered properly, and it thus must be read in the context of the preceding essay. Here we aim to 
discuss the topic of social, cultural, and political relations between ethnic and racial groups, the 
problem and varieties of social and biological mixing, and the practices and forms of ethnic and 
racial separatism. 

Identity and Interaction 

Particularities and particular identities define human beings; contrary to egalitarian and 
universalist ideology, one cannot be truly human without a belonging to particular groups, 
including religious, political, cultural, and racial groups. Of course, belonging to a group and 
possessing a conscious identific ation with this belonging are two different things (just as we can 
say that there is a conscious and unconscious aspect to identity). History and observation show 
that ethnic, cultural, and racial identities come into being and are awakened by awareness of and 
interaction with other ethnic and racial groups. As Alain de Benoist wrote: "The group and the 
individual both need to be confronted by 'significant others.' Therefore, it is nonsense to believe 
that identity would be better preserved without this confrontation; actually, it is the opposite: 
confrontation makes identity possible. Other subjects make a subject become subject." [2] 

Thus, interaction with other types of human beings is an essential part of human existence, since 
they draw their very awareness of being who they are by this interaction. Furthermore, as we 
have already mentioned in our previous work ("Race, Identity, Community"), the various 
cultures (in terms of both smaller and larger groups) develop and are enriched not only by 
internai development, but also by interaction with and the exchange of products and ideas with 
other cultures or peoples. It is for these reasons that it is justified to assert that "the originality 
and the richness of the human heritages of this world are nourished by their differences and their 
deviations . . ." [3] as Pierre Krebs stated, similarly to many other New Right authors. 

Of course, recognizing the value of divers ity and differences, and appreciating these differences 
in other peoples and learning from them, does not mean that all peoples of the world can or 
should be appreciated equally. It is, of course, perfectly natural that one people will find certain 
foreign peoples to be unattractive in some cases, and will distance themselves from them. This is 



why, although diversity is valuable, the present egalitarian and multiculturalist propaganda that 
all cultures and ethnic groups must be appreciated and accepted equally, is simply wrong and 
absurd. No healthy people show equal liking for all others, although it is possible to respect all 
foreign peoples even if one does not treasure them all. It is, for example, completely natural that 
a European may be repulsed by the culture of an African tribe but simultaneously feel admiration 
for East Asian culture, while still according to each people a certain level of respect. 

It is also a fact of life that without barriers, without a certain level of separation from other 
peoples, and without a specific territory on which to live as a distinct and relatively 
homogeneous people, an ethnic or a racial group would disappear through mixture or 
assimilation into other groups. The extreme modern liberal-globalist propaganda advocating 
complete openness and mixing between cultures and peoples, using as its justification historical 
examples of cultural exchanges, is fallacious because normal cultural dialogue and interaction 
never involved complete openness but always a limited form of interaction. 

Total openness and mixing eliminates identities because peoples do not merely change through 
such processes, but lose who they are or merge with another people entirely. To quote Benoist, 
"it is the diversity of the human race which creates its richness, just as it is diversity which 
makes communication possible and gives it value. Diversity of peoples and cultures exist, 
however, only because, in the past, these various peoples and cultures were relatively isolated 
from one another."[4] Culture transforms over time due to internai creativity and development as 
well as through communication with other cultures, but contact with other cultures must always 
be limited and imperfect, otherwise the very integrity of a culture is undermined. Therefore, 
"Identity is not what never changes, but, on the contrary, it is what allows one to constantly 
change without giving up who one is."[5] 

The Problem of Mixing 

It needs to be recognized that mixing, both the social form (so-called "integration") as well as the 
biological form (miscegenation), is a complicated human problem. Mixing has occurred all 
throughout history in a variety of forms and circumstances, as a result of different forms of close 
interaction between different ethnic and racial groups. The questions of why mixtures occur and 
whether this is a normal and acceptable phenomenon therefore naturally present themselves, and 
they must be answered with the proper level of sophistication in order for us to defeat our 
opponents. 

First, it needs to be recognized that mixture between two different peoples belonging to the same 
race is a distinct matter from mixture between two different races, and involves different 
principles and circumstances. Ethnicities belonging to the same racial type share the same 
biological and spiritual background, which serves as a larger foundation for identity which 
connects them. In cases where two or more ethnic groups of the same racial type no longer live 
separately and choose to mix socially (from which intermarriage inevitably follows), it is 
oftentimes because these groups - within a particular time and conditions - have become closely 
connected culturally and spiritually or because they no longer feel their distinctions to be 
significant. 

This phenomenon cannot be regarded as abnormal and wrong any more than when two racially 
related ethnic groups choose to separate instead of mix, because both occurrences are rather 



frequent in history and do not normally have negative effects to identity (even if identity 
undergoes some change in this). For example, many European ethnic groups (the English, the 
French, the Balkan peoples, etc.) are the result of an inter-European mixture that occurred 
centuries ago, although they also have a right to separate. Thus, within a race, separation and 
mixing can both be regarded as normal phenomena, depending on the circumstances and the 
nature of the ethnic groups in question. 

On the other hand, between different races, mixing can be argued to be an abnormal 
phenomenon because the relations and effects are different; the state of normality is to deşire 
racial separation. Contrary to the assertions of many egalitarian multiculturalist 
("multiculturalism" here signifying the belief and practice of ethnic mixing) propagandists, racial 
identity and the concept of race is not a modern phenomenon, for, as Benoist pointed out, "the 
idea of race is almost as old as humanity itself."[6] So it is clear that recognizing the importance 
of race and practicing racial separatism does in fact have a historical and even a universal basis; 
human beings were never in a condition where they completely lacked racial feelings and mixed 
freely. 

The reasons for racial mixing (social and, following that, biological) throughout history are 
complex and differ based on the circumstances in question. In some cases, it was due to a 
powerful, militant people conquering another people and forcefully reproducing with the women 
of the conquered in order to secure their conquest through breeding. In other cases, as some 
authors have argued, it is due to the decadence of a people who have lost certain spiritual 
qualities, their sense of differentiation, and their racial identity, and have as a result chosen to 
mix with other peoples, even those racially different (these other peoples may be immigrants or 
conquered peoples who formerly lived separated). Of course, where mixing occurs willingly, 
both sides have surrendered their unique identity. [7] There may be other causes, and in a sense 
racial miscegenation is inevitable because it is always bound to occur at certain times and places 
where different races come into contact (even if only to a small extent). 

However, it is always important to recognize and reassert that despite its occurrence throughout 
history, for whatever reasons or causes, race-mixing is not a rule. It is actually rather abnormal, 
and that it occurs all throughout history does not invalidate this fact. Because the identity, basic 
anthropological and psychological features, and character of ethnic groups and cultures are 
influenced by racial type, and because of the spiritual and sociological dimension of race, 
race-mixing means a deep and profound change completely transforming a family or, when it 
occurs on a larger scale, a people. This idea cannot be associated with biological reductionism, 
which we must reject as fallacious; even though culture, society, and cultural identity cannot be 
reduced to race, and race is only one factor among many which affects them, racial background 
is still undoubtedly an important factor. 

Thus, since preserving their racial type means maintaining who they are, their identity as a folk, 
peoples are thus historically compelled to resist race-mixing and to separate from other races. It 
is not only for the sake of their survival that they are so compelled, but also because of the primai 
impulse to live with their own people in their communities. As Krebs pointed out, "modern 
ethology clearly established the innate tendency of man to identify with individuals who 
resemble him . . ."[8] There is, furthermore, also the fact that, as Evola pointed out, "blood and 
ethnic purity are factors that are valued in tradiţional civilizations too," which means that the 
maintaining physical racial type is a practice which holds a meta-historical value.[9] 



We should note that, of course, a people which goes through minor amounts of race-mixing does 
not lose its identity or its belonging to its original racial type. For example, the Eastern Slavic 
peoples and Southern Europeans peoples who have endured some level of miscegenation 
historically still belong to the White-European race, both in terms of their general 
anthropological-physical type as well as their racial and ethnic identity. Race is defined not by a 
strict purity, but by the possession of a general physical form (the general anthropological 
features associated with a race), the general spiritual form associated with it, and the cultural 
style and identity which is sociologically linked with race. [10] 

It also needs to be mentioned here that resisting race-mixing is not necessarily a "racist" 
phenomenon (which means racial supremacism), because placing value on racial differences and 
practicing racial separatism can and has taken on non-racist forms. It is clear that it is extremely 
naive and erroneous to associate all forms of racial separatism with racism and inter-racial 
hostility.[ll] As Guillaume Faye once wrote: 

In effect, just as it is normal and legitimate for the Arab, the Black African, the Japanese 
to deşire to remain themselves, to recognize that an African is necessarily a black man or 
an Asian a yellow man, it is legitimate, natural and necessary to recognize the right of the 
European to reject multiracialism and to affirm himself as white man. To link this 
position with racism is an inadmissible bluster. The real racists are, on the contrary, those 
who organize in Europe the establishment of a multiracial society.[12] 

Practices of Separatism 

Evidently, racial and ethnic separatism has taken on a variety of forms throughout history. One 
commonly recognized form is the creation of a class or caste system, separating people into 
different castes based on their racial background (or, in a typical analogous system, based on 
ethnic or cultural background). The class structure of racial separation, which is usually the result 
of conquest, can be seen in numerous cases throughout history, including in Classical 
civilization, in certain ancient Near Eastern civilizations, in India, and in many parts of Central 
and South America after European colonization. The most negative feature of this practice is 
obviously that it involved "racism" and subjugation, although it also had the positive effect of 
preserving the racial types which have formed, even after miscegenation (the new, mixed racial 
types; mulattoes and mestizos), due to the fact that it discouraged race-mixing by class 
separation. [13] 

Another form of separatism is what is commonly recognized as ethnic "naţionalism," which has 
its primary basis in ethno-cultural identity, although it is oftentimes accompanied by racial 
identity where inter-racial contact exists. Naţionalism is defined, in the most simple terms, as the 
belief that ethnic groups or nationalities (in the cultural sense) are the key category of human 
beings and that they should live under their own independent states. It implies complete and total 
separation of ethnic groups into separate nations. Naţionalism is oftentimes associated with 
ethnic chauvinism, inter-ethnic hostility, imperialism, and irredentism, although it is important to 
remember that there have been certain select forms of naţionalism throughout history that were 
not at all chauvinistic and imperialistic, so it is erroneous to assume that it always takes on these 
negative features. 

However, "naţionalism" is a problematic term because it has been defined in different and 



sometimes contradictory ways. In one, very generic sense, naţionalism means simply the deşire 
of a people to live separately from others, under its own state and by rule of leaders of its own 
ethnic background; in essence, a basic ethnic separatism and deşire for independence. In this 
sense, naţionalism is a very ancient idea and practice, since all across history one can find cases 
where a people of one particular ethnic background desired to be independent from the rule of 
another different people and fought for this independence. This is not, however, the way 
naţionalism is always defined, and aside from the fact that it is sometimes defined as being 
necessarily chauvinistic, it is also often defined in a certain manner that makes it particularly an 
early modern phenomenon. 

Many New Right as well as Tradiţionalist authors have defined naţionalism as a form of state in 
which the "nation" is politically or culturally absolutised, at the expense of smaller local or 
regional cultural differences, and regarding other nations as completely foreign and of Ies ser 
value. This form of "naţionalism" is exemplified by the Jacobin nation-state and form of 
sovereignty (since the French Revolution was a key force in initiating the rise of this state form), 
and is identified by the elimination of sub-ethnic differences within its borders and the regard for 
differences with other peoples or nationalities as absolute. Naturally, this form of naţionalism has 
the consequence of creating hostility and conflict between nations because of these ideological 
and political features.[14] 

From the "Radical Tradiţionalist" perspective, exemplified by Evola's thought, naţionalism is an 
anomaly, a deviation from valid state forms. It is regarded as negative, firstly, because this form 
of tradiţionalism considers ethnicity and nationality as secondary qualities in human beings; 
although they have some level of importance, they are not valid as primary features around 
which to organize states and leadership, which should be based solely upon the values of elitism, 
aristocracy, and spiritual authority. Naţionalism also contradicts the practice of the Empire - the 
imperial state, which is not necessarily imperialistic - since naţionalism means the absolutisation 
of the "nation," whereas the tradiţional empire is organized as a supra-national federalistic union 
with a central spiritual authority. [15] According to Evola, 

The scheme of an empire in a true and organic sense (which must clearly be distinguished 
from every imperialism, a phenomenon that should be regarded as a deplorable extension 
of naţionalism) . . . safeguarded the principles of both unity and multiplicity. In this 
world, individual States have the character of parţial organic units, gravitating around . . . 
a principie of unity, authority, and sovereignty of a different nature from that which is 
proper to each particular State . . . due to its super-ordained nature, would be such as to 
leave wide room for nationalities according to their natural and historical 
individuality.[16] 

In the imperial state, which Evola asserts is the true tradiţional model of the state, ethnic or 
naţional groups are thus separated federally; different peoples live under the same state and serve 
the same ultimate monarchical authority, but they live in separate parts of the kingdom or 
empire. To quote one his key works: "the Middle Ages [and also certain ancient civilizations] 
knew nationalities but not nationalisms. Nationality is a natural factor that encompasses a certain 
group of common elementary characteristics that are retained both in the hierarchical 
differentiation and in the hierarchical participation, which they do not oppose."[17] 

Identitarian Separatism 



The European New Right and the Identitarian Movement, the latter being closely related to and 
derived from the New Right,[18] also advocates the practice of federalism, although their 
thinkers have some disagreements with the claims of "Radical Traditionalists" concerning 
certain essential principles. The "New Rightist" concept of federalism involves the vision of a 
federation (or better, confederation, which more clearly expresses this decentralized type of 
federalism) which is based upon the principles of subsidiarity, of granting autonomy to its 
regions, and of local and regional political structures holding the power that is due to them, while 
the central authority rules primarily when decisions affecting the whole state must be made. This 
form of state and sovereignty "implies plurality, autonomy, and the interlacing of levels of power 
and authority."[19] Subsidiarity and allowing decisions to be made at lower levels are also 
features of the Radical Tradiţionalist concept of the federalist state, but in contrast they assert the 
importance of the ultimate authority of the sovereign (the central ruler) far more. 

Aside from supporting a partly different conception of sovereignty and authority from Radical 
Traditionalists, Identitarians and New Rightists also support the practice of a participatory and 
organic form of democracy as the ideal state form (which, it must be noted, is still compatible 
with respect for authority and hierarchy). This idea does indeed have a historical basis, for, as 
Benoist pointed out, "governments with democratic tendencies have appeared throughout history 
.... Whether in Rome, in the Iliad, in Vedic India or among the Hittites, already at a very early 
date we find the existence of popular assemblies for both military and civil organisation. 
Moreover, in Indo-European society the King was generally elected . . ."[20] 

Furthermore, New Rightists and Identitarians strongly assert the value of ethnic, cultural, and 
racial differences and identities, and therefore, according to this conception, organic democracy 
coincides with the recognition of and respect for ethnic differences. [21] Because organic 
democracy, meaning true democracy, is based off of respect for ethnic differences, Benoist 
rightly asserts that: 

Democracy means the power of the people, which is to say the power of an organic 
community that has historically developed in the context of one or more given political 
structures - for instance a city, nation, or empire . . . Every political system which 
requires the disintegration or levelling of peoples in order to operate - or the erosion of 
individuals' awareness of belonging to an organic folk community - is to be regarded as 
undemocratic . [22] 

The New Right advocates the idea of respecting the identities of smaller, local, and regional 
ethnic or sub-ethnic groups as well as recognizing the importance of larger ethnic and cultural 
relations and unities. Thus, for example, to be a Breton, a Frenchman, and a White European[23] 
all have importance, and each level of identity and belonging has value in a hierarchical 
relationship. Ethno-cultural groups of all levels and types have the right to live with freedom and 
separately from others in different states and territories. The New Right acknowledges that there 
are cases where complete state separation for a people is appropriate (akin to the simpler, generic 
idea of "naţionalism"), but there are also cases where the federalist state system in which each 
people has its own autonomous region in which to live is more practicai or desirable.[24] 

Arguably, the New Right or Identitarian vision is not only the most desirable, but also the most 
realistic in the modern world because it offers the most balanced solution to the current problems 
and ethnic-racial chaos. In a world where democratic feelings have become permanent among 



most peoples it offers an organic participatory democracy to replace the corrupt liberal 
democracies presently dominant. Where there are countries composed of multiple ethnicities 
which are not in a position to divide themselves entirely (complete naţionalism) it offers the idea 
of a federation of autonomous regions. Finally, in a world where ethnic and racial groups are 
threatened to be disintegrated by "multiculturalist integration" and mixing it offers a peaceful 
and fair solution of territorial separation, the creation of unmixed ethnic communities, and 
cooperation between the different races and peoples of the world to achieve this vision. 
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